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HIS codex,* which served as the Syno- 

dicon! first of Antioch in the eleventh 
century, and then of Lacedaemonia in the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, is inter- 
esting for more reasons than one. The ded- 
ication proves it to have been among the 
books of Nicephorus Moschopoulos, metro- 
politan of Crete and “proedros’’ of Lace- 
daemonia (infra, p. 241), and to have been 
presented by him to his church of St. Deme- 
trios at Mistra some time after 1292. How or 
where he acquired it cannot be said; nor how 
it came to be removed from the church to 
which he presented it. As it turned up at 
Berlin in 1718, it is possible that it was 
removed by one of Prince Maximilian’s 
Brandenburgers during the Venetian cam- 
paigns of 1684-6 in the Morea. 

In the following sections we give a sum- 
mary account of the contents of the docu- 
ment, and, in addition, some comments on its 
significance, composition, chronology, and 
historical interest. It is certain that scholars 
will find in it much more that is of importance 
than we have space to record here. We hope 


* (Dr. Egon Wellesz was the first to recognize 
the importance of the MS Holkham gr. 6, and 
he drew my attention to it in 1957. He also very 
kindly presented a microfilm of it to Dumbarton 
Oaks. The original plan was that Dr. Wellesz and 
I should write a joint study of it, in which he 
would discuss the ecphonetic notation contained 
in the MS, whereas I would be concerned with 
the historical and philological problems. Later, 
however, when Dr. Wellesz found that other 
commitments would for a time prevent his 
writing his part of the study, we agreed that I 
should publish my part separately. I asked 
Professor Jenkins to collaborate with me in this, 
and he has done so. Both he and I look forward 
to the early completion and publication of 
Dr. Wellesz’s study. We should also like to 
thank Mr. John Parker of St. Antony’s College, 
Oxford, for checking the constitution of the MS; 
and Miss Ruth Barbour, of the Bodleian Library, 
for permission to publish our plates. C.M.) 

1 For the term Synodicon, see H.-G. Beck, 
Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantini- 
schen Reich (Munich, 1959), 155 and note 2; 
Grumel, Les regestes, no. 425. 


that this introduction will be of service to 
them. 


T. Description of the Manuscript 

MS Holkham gr. 6 (172) was acquired by 
Thomas Coke, first Earl of Leicester, in 1718 
from the library of A. E. Seidel at Berlin.? It 
is written, with the exception of a few pages, 
on vellum and consists of iv-++-173 fols. measur- 
ing 220x160 mm. The leaves have been 
trimmed in binding with the result that 
several marginal scholia and quire-marks have 
been amputated. The MS, as we shall see, is 
not homogeneous: fols. 1, 6-121, 128-159 and 
170 are original and were written at Antioch 
shortly after 1050; fols. 2-5 and 160-169, also 
of parchment, represent a later repair of the 
MS; fols. 122-127, of paper, originally be- 
longed to a different MS, probably of the 
fifteenth century. 

The original part of the MS is written in a 
large, clear hand with only twelve lines per 
page. The text, obviously meant for recital 
in church, is accompanied by ecphonetic 
notation. Several pages (fols. 17V, 18", 65%, 
129Q'-V) have been left partly or entirely blank, 
presumably for the insertion of further names 
of bishops and emperors who might, in the 
course of time, have been added to the list of 
commemorations. The inserted folios have no 
musical notation. The contents of the MS are 
at present as follows: 

Fol. ivY (fig. 1), ex-lbris of Nicephorus 
Moschopoulos written in an archaizing hand: 
To Trapov ouvodikov BiBAiov &qieowmOn Kal d&veTtéOn 
Tap’ uo TOU TatreivoU ypnuatioavtos pnTpoTTO- 
Aitou Koertns Nixnpopovu ti &ytota&tn untpotrdaet 


2See Seymour de Ricci, A Handlist of 
Manuscripts in the Library of the Earl of 
Leicester at Holkham Hall, Suppl. to the Biblio- 
graphical Society’s Trans., No. 7 (Oxford, 1932), 
p- 15. The MS is here incorrectly ascribed to the 
twelfth century. More accurate description by 
Ruth Barbour, ‘“‘Summary Description of the 
Greek Manuscripts from the Library at Holk- 
ham Hall,” Bodleian Library Record, V1, 5 (1960), 


P- 593. 
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Aaxedaipovias év TH trap’ éuoU Sounbévt1 vad Tot 
ayiou évd0fou yeyadoudptupos Kal Sauyatoupyou 
Anuntpiou’ ei tis 5€ BouAnst a&trootrdoa avo THs 
TOIOUTNS ayloTaTns ToU Oreo ExkAnoias T TX 
TapovTa atrareivar Kal dpavioa ypauyata iva 
éemomaotat [Sic] tas &pds THV cyioov Kai Seopdpeov 
Tratépwv Ttdv év Nixaia kal éuot To &uaptwAot. 
OpeiAouot SE of KANPIKoi Tis TOIAUTNHS aylwTtdéTns 
exkATolas UvNMOvEevEIV ev TH AvaylvooKeobal TH 
KUPIAKT] Tis d6p80d0Elas Ths Hudv TatrewdotnTos. 

Fol. 1", Horos of the Union of 920, tit. 
"ExOeors tyT01 d&vapvnois Ths yevouevns Tis ExKANOIas 
Evocews, etc., 7c. “O KUptos hudv *Inootis Xpiotés 
Kai @eds = Mansi, XVIII, cols. 336-341; 
Rhalles and Potles, 2Wvtayua, V, pp. 4-10; 
Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus graeco-romanum, 
III, pp. 228-233; J. Zepos and P. Zepos, Jus 
graecoromanum, I, pp. 193-196. 

Fol. 1" has a M-shaped ornament in red 
containing a title in capital letters that is 
almost obliterated. No date of commem- 
oration is given. Fols. 2-5 are, as we have 
said, a later addition supplying what must 
have been a gap in the original ms.; the 
handwriting imitates the earlier one. These 
leaves were probably written at the time of 
Nicephorus Moschopoulos. 

After the end of the horos (des. péyet Tis 
OULTTANPwGEWS TOU EBEduoU étous) there follow 
these commemorations: (fol. 16V) TloAA& Té ét 
T&v Bacidtwv. Kwovotavtivou Kai Qeodwpas tdv 
SOpSodo€oov udyv BaoiAgwv TOAAG Ta ETH. BactAciou 
Kai Kovotavtivou, Agovtos kal AAeEd&vipou, XptoTo- 
gopou Kai ‘Papavot, Kwvotavtivou, ‘Paopavot, 
[fol. 177] Nixnodpou Kal *ladvvou, Bacireiou, Kwv- 
otavtivou, “‘Papavot kal Miyata taév thy otipdvioy 
Bacirsiav tis émryeiou dAAagapéevwv aiwvia f 
WvTYN. 

EvSoxias kai Oecopavotis, OeoSwpas, “EAévns, Oco- 
pavous Kai Zwf\s Th&v evoeBeoTdtwv attyouoTtéy 
aiovia fh pvyyn. 

[fol. 179 (fig. 2) | Zwopoviou tot é&yiwtétou hudy 
Tatpiapxyou TOAAG T& ETH. Most of fol. 17” and 
fol. 18° are blank. 

[fol. 18%] Xpiotopdpou, OeoSHpou, *Ayarriou 
Kal “ladvveu, NixoAdou, "HA1ot, OeoSaopou kal Baot- 
Aciou TOV aylwtaTwv tratpiapySv *Avtioyeias 
alovin f WvyEn. 

Feppavot, Tapaciou, Nixnodpou Kal MeoSiou 
TOY Kowdipov kai yakapiav tratpiapyaev alwvia 4 
Kvn. 

[fol. Ig?] *lyvatiou, Mwtiou, Ztepavou Kal ’Av- 
Tooviou, NixoAdou Kal EvOuuiou, Ztepdvou, Tevow- 


vos Kai OeopuAdktou, TloAueuKtou Kal ’Avtooviou, 
NikoAdou, 2101vviou, Zeopyiou, EVotadviou kai *AAgEiou 
Tdv ophoSdEwv tratpiapyav KovotavtivouTrdéAews 
aiwvia tf) wvnUn. 

[fol. 1g¥] *H ayia Tpids adios 2d€acev. 

This is followed by the usual anathema upon 
anything that has been said or written 
against the Patriarchs Germanus, Tarasius, 
Nicephorus, Methodius, Ignatius, Photius, 
Stephen, Antony, and Nicholas, and the 
concluding canons, from “Aravta té& Tap& Thv 
eKkANOIACTIKhY Trapd&Soo1v, etc. = e.g., Rhalles 
and Potles, op. cit., V, pp. 9-10. The text 
breaks off almost at its very end on fol. 22v 
with trpeoBeiats tis Seotroi || <vns judy, etc.) 

Fol. 23° (fig. 3), Horos of the Council of 
Chalcedon. At the top of the page are given the 
following directions: évay1vmoKet(a1) 4 aUv0b0(s) 
adt(n) K(upioKi) Ta&v &AAO(KTHY): pnvi fouACia) 15’ 
EXv TUX(01) év K(UPIAKi) &vayiveo(oKeTat)  aUV08(os) 
aut(n). ei 5 év B’ H TpiT(n) 8’ dvayiwe(oxetat) TH 
omioO(ev) Ku(piax#}), ef (58) év e’ As’ dva(yiwaoxetat) 
TH Eptrp(oodev) K(upiaxi}). T2¢. "Opos tis deyias Kal 
oikoupevikils ev XaAkndSovi ouvdsou. Inc. ‘H d&yia 
HeyaAn Kal olkoupevikt) auvodos, etc. This con- 
tains the definition of the Fifth Session with 
the symbols of Nicaea and Constantinople 
(2nc. ‘O KUpios Adv Kal owtip, des. dvabeuati- 
Ceo8ar autous = Mansi, VII, cols. 10o8C-117A), 
followed by the conclusion of the Sixth Ses- 
sion (2c. ‘O 8eidtatos Kal evoeBéotarTos BactAeUs 
= Mansi, VII, fol. 1609B ff.). On fol. 45? are 
inserted acclamations of the reigning imperial 
couple, Constantine IX and Theodora, and on 
fol. 45% of Sophronius, ‘‘our most-holy 
Patriarch.” The text of Chalcedon then 
resumes with ‘O Oe1dtatos kai etoeBéotatos Tydv 
Seotrétns Teds tihv a&yiav ovvodov sitev, down 
to trap& tot Ocot Swonfrjcecfa1 = Mansi, VII, 
col. 172B. 

Fol. 47°, Horos of the Council of 536. In the 
upper margin: dvayiveoet(at)  ovo8(os) abt 
K(vpioaKi}) T(v) &AAoKT(Sv). Below ornamental 
band: th [sic] 8 éxopé(vn) GAAN xK(upioKi}) 
dvayive(oKxetat)  att() ovvo8(os). Tit. “Opos 
THs cylas Kal peyGAns ouvddou tis KaTé Thy 
Baothida ouvehBouons TdoAIV KaT& TOU BuccEBoiis 
Zeunpou Kal TO&v Ta Spoia att gpovnodvtey 
aipetikédv. Excerpts from the Fifth Session, 
including the allocution of the Patriarch 
Menas. Inc. ‘O dyietatos Kai poKapidsTtatos 
tratpiapyxns [fol. 477] Mnvés citrev’ 4) cuptrapotica 
Aviv ayia ovvoSos = Mansi, VIII, col. 1135D, 
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down to the end of Menas’ speech (zdad., 
col. 1142D). This is followed by anathemas 
against Severus and his followers, against the 
Nestorians and the Jacobites; acclamations of 
Constantine IX and Theodora (fol. 64¥) and 
of the Patriarch Sophronius (fol. 65°). Fol. 65¥ 
is blank. 

Fol. 66°, Horos of the Sixth Oecumentcal 
Council. In the upper margin: dvaryive@oKet(a) 
tT) ouvo&(os) avtn K(uploKi) peta Thy UGwo(orr). 
Itt. "Opos tis a&ylas Kai oixouyevikis év Koov- 
oTavTivouTOAE! Extns ouvddou. Inc. ‘H ayia kai 
WeyGAn Kal oiKkoupevikt) ovvoSes f KaTX Qeot 
xapiv, etc. = Mansi, XI, col. 632Bff., down 
to dvatepatilesba1 attols = 1b7d., col. 640C. 
The text continues with Kavotavtives 6 evor- 
Béotatos BaoiAels eitrev = 2b1d., col.656A. Note 
that after dAo1s tois aipetixois d&vddepa — zbid., 
col. 656C, our MS adds (fol. 93°) “Odois Tois 
Neotopiavois dvdGeya y’. “OAois Tois “laxePites 
[sic] &vdGena y’. Then the text resumes with 
Tois Knpugao1 Kai KnpwTTouc1, etc. This is fol- 
lowed by acclamations of Constantine IX and 
Theodora (fol. 93%) and of the Patriarch 
Sophronius (fol. 94"). The conciliar text 
continues with Kavotavtivos 6 evoeBéotatos 
Baoireus eitrev’ ci Kal TrdavTws, etc. = Mansi, XI, 
col. 657C, down to kal Gudv evyais Anweodan 
(Mansi, XI, col. 657D has instead tis bpdév 
ay1oTnTos Sé€ac@at). 

Fol. 96", Horos of the Seventh Oecumenical 
Council. At the top of the page: dvayiveaoxet(at) 
Tt) auvo&(os) aUT(N) UNvi SKT(wBpia) 1a’: TH 10’ 
TOU OKT(WPpio’) UN(vos) Edxv TUy(01) év K(UPIOKi) 
d&vayivea(oKxetai) f ovvo8(os). ef Sé év B' AH y' A 
5’ dva(yivaoketar) ti Stric6(ev) K(vpioxi})’ ef &€ 
eve i} 5’  oa(BBdta) dvayi(vooxketal) TH 
EuTrp(ootev). L2d. “Opos tis ayias yeydAns Kall 
Oikoupevikrs év Nixaig ouvddou TO SeUtepov. Inc. 
“H_ ayia peyadAn Kal oikoupevixt) ctvodos, etc. = 
Mansi, XIII, col. 373Dff. After toockuvei év 
auTi toG éyypagpopévou tiv Urdotaow (2dd., 
col. 377E), our MS continues: (fol. 1097) S#Aov 
St toto kal [fol. 1107] tois med Aydv TrEepaveow- 
uéEvov Kal éyvwopévov Kal KeKnpuypévov cos e& 
eikoveov Kai év eikdor TIWaTAI Kal TrpooKUVEITAI th 
GAnGeia, as év TH Extn ayia oikoupeviki) cuvddeo 
Eupépetar étri A€Eews ottws Eyovons’ &v Tio1 TdHVv 
oeTTTOv cikoveoy, etc. quoting the famous eighty- 
second canon of the Quinisext Council 
(Mansi, XI, cols. 977-980). The text then 
resumes with oUtw yap Kpatuvetat, etc. = 


Mansi, XIII, col. 377Eff., down to ris 


Koivevias apopileoGar (zbid., col. 380B). This 
is followed by ‘H &yia ovvobBos é&eBdnoev, etc. 
= tbid., col. 397Cf. After the acclamation 
of Constantine VI and Irene, our MS inserts 
a commemoration of the Patriarch Germanus 
and anathemas against the Nestorians and 
the Jacobites (fol. 118'-¥). The text resumes 
with 1& ppvatapéveo ouveSpio = Mansi, XIII, 
col. 400A, and continues with minor variations 
down to éyypagdv te 4 S&ypagov abetei, dvdbepa 
=1bid., col. 400C. Next come the acclamations 
of Constantine IX and Theodora (fol. 121¥ 
[fig. 4]). The text continues, without inter- 
ruption, on fol. 128" with the commemoration 
of the Patriarch Sophronius, of the dead 
emperors from Basil I to Michael IV and 
of the dead empresses from Eudocia to 
Zoe. Most of fol. 129° and all of 129¥ are 
blank. The commemorations continue on 
fol. 130° with the dead patriarchs of Antioch 
from Christopher to Basil, of the patriarchs of 
Constantinople from Germanus to Alexius, 
and of Theodore the Studite. The conclusion, 
@v tats Siadoyais, etc. = Mansi, XIII, col. 
400D. On fol. 131Vv a later hand has written 
twice, Fenyopiou tot d&yimté&tou puntpoTroAitou 
Aoxedaipovias alovia fh pviyn.? 

Fols. 122-127 have been torn, as we have 
said, out of a different MS. On fol. 1227 is the 
end of what appears to be a homily on the 
feast ofamartyr. Fols. 1229 (fig.5)—127" contain 
the condemnation of Barlaam and Acindynus 
(= F. Uspenskij, Sinodik v nedelju Pravo- 
slavija (Odessa, 1893], p. 30ff.) divided into 
sixteen headings. Our text differs in the fol- 
lowing respects from that published by 
Uspenskij: 

1. Uspenskij’s § 9, p. 34 (tc. ’Av8povikou 
To doidipou Kal paKapiou PBaocidéws) follows 
immediately after §§ 6-7 which in our MS are 
combined as § 6. 

2. The next paragraph (no. 8 in the MS) is 
Uspenskij’s no. II, inc. Thdvtwv tév trip 
THs OpPoSo€ias cuvaywvicapévwov TH doiSipo Kal 
Haxapitn (yoKkapioo Usp.) tovtw Baotdci. This is 
obviously the correct sequence, since the 
previous paragraph is concerned with the 
Emperor Andronicus IJI.4 


3 On this Gregory, see infra, p. 242. 

4This has already been pointed out by 
J. Meyendorft, Introduction a l’étude de Grégoire 
Palamas (Paris, 1959), p. 153, note 126. 
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3. The next paragraph in the MS (no. 9 on 
fol. 125") is not given by Uspenski. It is 
devoted to the Empress Anne of Savoy who 
assumed the veil under the name of Anastasia.® 

4. After Uspenskij’s § 15, p. 38, the final 
one in his edition (= no. 14 in the MS), our 
text adds two more: (fol. 126%) te’. Awpoféov® 
ToU aylwTtdatou a&pyiettiokétrou Oecoadovixns Tov 
SApov cos KAnOds Ek eo So0Evtos TH THvV ypioTtw- 
VULOVY TTANPWHATI, Kal Tais GeoeiSéo1 pev apeTtais 
TepiBortou Tois Tr&o1 Kal PaupaotoU yeyevnpevou 
Kai Tats tratpiKais Kai TrvevpaTtixais eionytoeo1 Kal 
SidaoKkaAias, Kai TPO THs apyleowouvns Kal peTa TO 
[fol. 1277] Séfao8a tavtThy, Tévtas KaTapwti- 
cavtos, t8pdtas S€ Kal tmdovous Kal puAaKds Kail 
TTOAAGS KaKOOEIS UTTED Tis evoEBEias Kal Tdv dpbdv 
Soypateoyv tis XpiotoU exkAnotas UtroveevnKdTos 
ou Gua TH Gein kai GaupaoTe tratpi kal SiSacKkdAw 
Penyopio tT travu, aicvia f yynyn. y’. 

1s’. DiAoBEou’ to dyiwtétou Kal oikoupeviKod 
TaTpIApXou, ToU pwupiois a&ydo1 Kal Kdtrois Kal 
Bein ChAw Thy dpPdodSofov tiotiv KpaTUvavTos Kal 
KadeAdvtos &o1oTa Tous EpeupeTas TdHv aipécecov TH 
evoeBel OuoAoyiag, Ev TH iepG TpCEEKPyovTos GUVdSu, 
Kal Adyors kal Tecyuaoty, atovia f pv. y’. 

In the lower margin of fol. 125" a hand, not 
much later than that of the scribe, has 
written: 

"lodvvou® tot dpSoSo0fotétou, doiShwou [sic] 
Kal yakapitou BaciAéws AUadv Tot TaAaioAdyou 
aicvia tf} pv}N. y’. 

"ladvvou® tot dpfoS0fotdtou, doidStyou [sic] 
Kal pakapitou BaoiAéws hudv tol Kavtaxoulnvol, 
TOU Sik Tot Beiou kal d&yyeAIKoU oyraTOS UETOVO- 
UaobEVTos *ladoap Yovayod, Tol yevvaiws Kali 6An 
WuXT) avdpioapevou Ute Tav Spbddv Tis evioePeias 
SOYUAToV, Kal KaTa Tis aipgéoews Tis Trovnpas Kal 

5 Similar text in Triodion, ed. M. Saliberos 
(Athens, n. d.), p. 154. Anne is thought to have 
died in 1359 and is stated, on rather dubious 
authority, to have entered the Third Franciscan 
Order. See D. Muratore, ‘‘Una principessa 
sabauda sul trono di Bisanzio,’’ Mém. de l’ Acad. 
des Sciences, Belles-Lettres et Arts de Savoie, 
4© sér., XI (1909), p. 462 ff. 

§ According to L. Petit, Dorotheus was 
bishop of Thessalonica between 1371 and 1379: 
““Les évéques de Thessalonique,’’ Echos d’Orient, 
V (1901/2), p. 94. He was a devoted disciple of 
Gregory Palamas with whom he was imprisoned 
in 1343. See Meyendorff, op. cit., p. 105. 

7 The Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos 
(1353-1354, 1364-1376). Similar commemora- 
tion in Triodion, loc. cit. 


8 John V Palaeologus, d. 1391. 
9 John VI Cantacuzenus, d. 1383. 


&@éou. ... The last line has been cut off. In the 
middle of fol. 1277 is written: "lo1Sapou! tot 
&ylwtétou pntpotroAitou Orecoadovixns aiwvia 1 
uvtjun.... [mame erased] alwvia fh uviyn. 
Fol. 1277 is blank. 

Fol. 132', Horos of the Feast of Orthodoxy. 
Below ornamental band: dvayiwaoxet(a1) 4 
auvod(os) att(n) K(upiakt}) Tis dp6(0)So€ias. Tit. 
"EtropetAovévn, =TrIpds Oedv éEtijo10s evyaploTtia, 
etc. = Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana 
(Paris, 1715), pp. g6-102; Uspenskij, Sinodtk, 
p. 1ff. The text offers some slight variants 
which should be taken into account in a 
critical edition of the Synodicon. It is 
worthy of notice that the commemoration 
of Ignatius, Photius, and later patriarchs 
(Uspenskij, pp. 9-10), which is found in 
all other known MSS, is missing from our 
text and has been added by a later hand in 
the margin of fol. 149¥ (‘lyvatiou, Dwtiou, 
2Tepavou, “Avtowviou kal NixoAdou T&v &yiwta&tov 
Kal dp80Sd€wv tratpiapydv aiwvia vin). 
The next paragraph (Uspenskij, p. 10), 
pronouncing anathema on everything that 
has been written or said against Germanus, 
Tarasius, Nicephorus, and Methodius, likewise 
omits the names of Ignatius, Photius, Stephen, 
Anthony, and Nicholas. We may suppose, 
therefore, that we have here the original 
version of the Synodicon. 

In the lower margin of fol. 148Y a later 
hand has added a commemoration of SS. John 
Chrysostom, Gregory the Theologian, and 
Basil the Great. Before the commemoration 
of Euthymius, Theophilus, and Aemilianus 
(Uspenskij, p. 10), a later hand has added 
(fol. 150°): Ztepdvou tot datoydptupos Kai dpo- 
AoynToU Tov véou alovia <f uvjun>. On fol. 
151’, after the commemoration of Hilarion 
and Symeon (Uspenskij, pp. ro-11 has these 
in the reverse order), a later hand has added: 
Oeopavous Tol d6ciwtd&tou tyyoupévou Tol MeydAou 
"Aypot aiwvia  uviyn. y’. (So also Uspenskij, 
Pp. II). Nikwvos [to petavocite in the margin] 
Kai “loavuixiou T&v &yiot&twv Kai Paupatoupy dy 
aiovia t) pun. y’. The text continues down 
to and including the paragraph condemning 
Paul, Theodore Gastes, etc. (Uspenskij, p. 14). 
This is immediately followed on fol. 159 


10 Tsidore Glabas, metropolitan of Thessa- 
lonica (1380-1396). See R.- J. Loenertz, ‘‘Isidore 
Glabas, métropolite de Thessalonique,”’ Rev. des 
études byzantines, VI (1948), pp. 181-187. 


A SYNODICON OF ANTIOCH AND LACEDAEMONIA 229 


by the conclusion (Uspenskij, p. 39f.): “Odors 
Tois aipetixois avabepa. “OAois tois Neotopiavois 
dvabepa. “Orois tois “loxwfitais d&vaGeua (the 
two latter entries, which are not in Uspenskij, 
have been crossed out by a later hand). Té 
ppyatapeven cuvedpiw KaTa TOv oemTdv eikOvev 
évaGeua. In the lower margin of this page a 
later hand has written: T@ Sexouéve T& Buo- 
oeBi] Tis aipéoews avTdv AoyiSpia dvabeua. y’ 
(= Mansi, XIII, col. 4ooA). The original MS 
breaks off at this point. Fol. 160 is written in 
the same large hand as fols. 2-5 and continues 
the text from tois kAauBd&vouc: down to évu- 
Bpilove: tiotiv, d&vééeua (Uspenskij, p. 39). In 
the lower margin of fol. 160° a different 
hand has added: Tois pt) dotralopévois Tas &yias 
Kal oetrtas eixdvas dvddeya. In the left and 
lower margin of fol. 160% a later hand has 
written these anathemas from the Acts of the 
Seventh Council (Mansi XIII, col. 400 A-B): 
(Oe)odociw TH wevSovtuo éetri(oKdTT)w *Egéoou, 
&vadepa a’, (Qiow)via TH étrikAnv TlaotiA& 
(av) aO(epa) a’. (Ba)oiAeio 1 KoKenpato (Tpik)- 
oKaBo dvdbepa a’. CAvjactacin, Kavotavtive 
Kal Nixnyta tois Kate Siad0yv Tot Gpdvou Kov- 
OTAVTIVOUTTOAEWS TIPOESpEVTGOIVY, ws vew *Apslo, 
(Ne)jotopino Kal Atcoxdpw dvabeua y’. “H ayia 
Tpids tév toidv TO Sdyua KabeiAev. 

Fols. 161-167 are uniformly written in a 
smaller fourteenth-century hand. Fols. 1617 
(fig. 6)-162? continue the text of the Synodicon 
from Tepovtiw tH é Ad&utns (Uspenskij, p. 14) 
down to 4 dyvdonua tAnMUEANGdVTOV, dvddepa 
(2b7d., p. 16). In the upper margin of fol. 1617 
appears: “lwavvn Nixopnbdeias Kal Kovotavtiveo 
NexoAsias Ttois aipeoiapxais, &vadeya. Mpocéti tois 
CnAwoacl Kal PIUNoOapEevols Thy THIPDUG Kakiav Tdv 
elpnuéveoy aipeciapyav mpotSpwv, dvddepa y’. Et 
TIS Xplotov Tov Oedv treptypantov ovy SpodAoyei 
KaT& TO dvOparrivov, dvabeya y’. In the right 
margin: Ei tis t&oav trapddooiv éxkAnoiactikiy 
Eyypap(ov) i) aypagov O(etet), dvddepa (cf. 
Mansi XIII, col. 400 C; Uspenskij, p. 39) ; and 
lower down in the same margin, an illegible 
note apparently prescribing the number of 
anathemas. 

At fol. 162" the main text continues with 
the two anathemas against Eustratius and Leo 
of Chalcedon (cf. Uspenskij, p. 21): Tois 
Atyouolv 7 ppovotiot treockuveiv Tot Xpioto ... 
Kal Aatpevovta SouAiKds, avaeya: and thence 
until fol. 1644 it proceeds in order with the 
anathemas of Uspenskij, pp. 22-24: T& eica- 


ySévta Kal AaAnbévta ... epeupetais, dvedeua. And 
then, still on fol. 1644: Tois ut tricte1 Kabape ... 
yvounv ouviotay, dvadepa. (Uspenskij, p. 16). 

Fol. 165 is devoted to commemorations of 
emperors, augustas, and patriarchs, as fol- 
lows: I65', Baoideiou, Kwvotavtivou, Aéovtos 
Kai “AdeEavipou, Xpiotopopovu Kai “Papavot, Kwv- 
otavtivou, “Pwyavot, Nixnpdopou Kal “lwdvvou, 
Baotreiou, Kwvotavtivou, “Pwyavot Kail Miya, 
Keovotavtivou, Miyana, “loaaKxiou, Kwvotavtivou, 
“Pwpavot, “AvSpovixou, MixanaA, Nixngdpou kal 
*"Ioaaxiou, "AAgfiou, OeoSapou, *lwdvvou Kai O¢o- 
Sa@pou povayoU Tdav Tihv ovpdviov BaoiAgiav Ti\s 
étriysiou GAAafapevev, aicovia f) vn y’. 

Evdoxias Kal Osopavotis, Oeodapas, “EAévns, 
Oeopavotis Kai Zoot\s, QeoSapas, Aixatepivns, Ev- 
Soxias Kai Mapias, Eiphuns tis Sia tov Oeiou Kai 
ayyeAKoU oytuatos petovopacbeions Evyevias 
wovayfis Kal OeoSmpas Tis Sic Tol Geiou Kai dyye- 
MKOU OXTUATOS LEeTOVONAOEions Evyevias povayijs, 
TOV evoeBeoTaTwWY avUyouoTéy, alwvia t uviun y’. 

Fol. 165’: Feppavot, Tapaciou, Nixnodpou Kal 
Me@odiou Té&v cdo1dipwv tratpiaoyav Kwvotavtivou- 
TOAEWS, Aiwvia f Evin. “lyvatiou, Dotiou, rte- 
gavou Kai *Avtwviou, NixoAdou kai Ev@Ouypiou, 
ZTepavou, Tpvgwvos, OeopuAdktou, TloAveuKtou, 
*Avtoviou, NixoAcou kal Zicivviou, Zepyiou, Evota- 
Biou, *AAggiou, MiyanA, Kovotavtivou, *lwdvvou, 
Koopa, Evotpatiou xai NixoAdou, Miyar\A, Qeo- 
Sapou, Ma€ipou, MavounA, Teppavot tot 81k Tot 
Qeiou Kal a&yyeAIKoU oytUaTos pETOVONAOPEVTOS 
Tewpyiou povayot, MeboSiou tot Sid tot Aeiou 
OXTNMaTOS PeTOVOPaCPEVTOs *AkaKiou yovayot, Kal 
Mavouna Tot $1& Tot Beiou Kal d&yyeAiKot oynatos 
HeTOvoLacbevtos Matéaiou povayot, "Apoeviou Kal 
‘loon, THv &yiwtatov oikoupevikdy tratpiapyay, 
aiwvia  pviEn y’. 

From fol. 1667 to 167% the text of the 
Synodicon continues (Uspenskij, pp. 16-18): 
Tois te EAATN IKK ... TOV dp808dEoov triote: EvavTi- 
ois, avadepa. Then follows (167%), Tots 16 
TPOOANUUA SovAov Aéyouo1 Kal &TAds Tr&O1 Tos 
pndeion Kepadraiois tmapx Tov ékOepévou avd, 
évé6epa. The next two lines, which were the 
last of the fourteenth-century insertion begun 
on fol. 1617, have been erased; but it is not 
difficult to read TloAA& t& ttn T&v Baciréov, 
"AvSpovikou ... (i.e. Andronicus II). 

Below this, in a different hand, comes: 
“Avyns tis evoeBeotatns atvyouotns tis Sik Tot 
Qciou Kal a&yyeAIKoU oytatos YETOVOLAGbEions 
>Avaotacias povayiis, aiwvia  pvqyn.!! Then, 

11 See note 5, supra. 
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the anathema of Uspenskij, p. 10, “Atavta 
TX Trapd ... TpaxyOnodpeva, dvdGeua a’, And 
finally, at the bottom, MiyanA tou dp80ddou 
Baolhtws Kal QeoSapas Tis avTOU UNTPOS aiwvia 
7 wvnun y’. 

Now, the final two entries on fol. 167’, all 
of fol. 168, and fol. 169? are, with the ex- 
ception of a few later additions in text or 
margins, the insertion of a single hand, again 
of the fourteenth century, and datable on 
internal evidence to the years 1322-1332 
(¢nfra, p. 235): and since this second insertion 
begins on the last page of the first, the first 
(fols. 161-167), though also of the fourteenth 
century, must antedate the second. 

Fol. 168 begins with two later entries in 
the upper margin: *lwdvvou tot dépGoS0§oTé&tou 
Bac1rtws Tot 51x Tov Ociou Kal dyyeAiKoU oytpaTos 
LETOVOLAOBEVTOS “Iwdoag Lovayot aiwvia t uvtiun, 
and MavounA tot dp§oS0foTtdtou SeoTré Tou Huddy 
TOU S1& Tov Beiou Kal a&yyeAIKoU oyTHaTOS LETOVO- 
yaovévtos Moxapiou povayot aiavia 4 uviun. The 
main text then begins, with the following list 
of emperors: 

Kawvotavtivou, Baoidsiou Kal Koavotavtivou, 
Aéovtos Kai "AAeEkvSpou, Xpiotopdpou kai “Papa- 
vou, Kwvotavtivou Kal “Payavot, Nixnpdpou kal 
*"lwdvvou, Baoirciou Kai Kavotavtivou, ‘Papavot 
Kal Miyana, “lwdvvou, Kavotavtivou, Miya”, 
*Ioackiou, Kwvotavtivov, “Pwyavot, Miyana, 
Nixnpopou Kal ’AvSpovixou, *loaaxiou, "AAg§iou, 
*lwavvou Kal *AAggiou, Matéatou povayot, Kal 
*AAgfiou, Oeodwpou, “ladvvou, Kai OeoSapou Tédv 
ThV oupaviov Bacilsiay Tis étrryeiou &AAaEapévoeov, 
aiwvia f uviyn a’. Next, inserted in another 
hand, comes: *AvSpovixou tot dpGoSofoTéTou 
Kai Nylacpévou Bacidéws TOU pEeTOvOpacbévTos Sik 
Tou @eiou Kal dyyeAiKoU oytatos “Avtwviou 
Yovoyo, aiwvia f uvAun y’. The main text then 
resumes, with: MiyanA tod dpGoS0fotdétou Kal 
Tylacpévou Paoldéws fudv aiwvian ff pvyun y’. 
And below this, again in a different hand: 
*Avipovikou Tot dpSoS0fotétou Kal fyyiaopgvou 
Baciréws TUdv aicwvia tf vin y’. 

The main text then proceeds with the 
following list of Augustas: 

“EAEvns, EvdSoxias, Oeopavots, OeoSwpas, ‘EAE- 
vs, Qeopavots, Zopias, QeoSmpas, Zwtis, QeoSapas, 
Aixatepivns, Eipryvns, Evéoxias, Mapias, Eipnvns, 
Zévns Yovaxiis Kai Zévns yovaxiis, “Avuns, Efptns 
ueTovonacteions Euyeveias povaytis, “EAévns, dv 
evoeBeoTatwv avyouoTév, alwvia A pvayn a’: 
and continues, still in the same hand, with 


OsoSwpas Tis evoeBeotatns Kal fyiacpevns av- 
youotns Tis Six Tot Geiou Kal d&yyeAIKoU oyTUaTOS 
yeTOvopacbelons Evryeveias povayfis aiwvia fy pvqun 
y', and Eiprhyns tis evoeBeotatns Kal hyiaopuévns 
auyovoTns .... 

The patriarchal commemorations begin 
next, with Teppavot, Tapaciou, Nixnodpou xa 
Me8oSiou tdv do1S ... aieovia h pviun y’: beneath 
which, in the lower margin, another hand 
has added Mopias tijs evoeBeotatns atyovotns 
THs Sic Tou Oeiou Kai d&yyeAiKoU oytyaTOS pETO- 
(vopacbeions) Zévns povayfis, aiavia fh uv. 

Fol. 168¥ (fig. 7) begins with an insertion in 
the upper margin, Fpnyopiou Tot paxapiwtétou 
UnTtpoTtroAitou AakeSatpovias, aiwvia ft uvyun, after 
which the main text continues the patri- 
archal list begun on the recto: ’lyvertiou, Dwriou, 
2Tepavou Kal “Avtwviou, NixoAcou, Evéupiou, 
2Tepavou, Tpupawvos, OcoguAdktou, ToAuevKTou, 
"Avtoviou, NixoAdou, Zioivviou, Lepyiou, Evota- 
Biou, *AAe€iou, MiyanA, Kovotavtivou, *lwdvvou, 
Evotoatiou, Koopa, NixoAcou, *ladvvou, Agovtos, 
Mtxand, Kaovotavtivou, OeoSouAou, AouKa, Miyata 
Kal Xapitevos, BaoAeiou, Nikita, (2? Tewpyiou), 
Feppavoti kai MavounA Td&v déptoSdéEav tratpiapy day, 
aiovia fy uviun y’. Two separate commemora- 
tions follow, in the same hand: ’Apoeviou tot 
aylotatou Kai oikoupevikoU tratpi&pyou Kal véou 
ouoAoyntou (one word erased) aiwvia f pin y’. 
‘loon Tot &yiwtétou Kai oikoupevikod tratpi&pyou 
Kal véou dyoAoyntot (one word erased) aiwvica 
7, uvqun y’. Then, inserted in faint ink, by 
another hand: (‘lo1)8apou tot a&y1wtdérou Kal 
oikoupeviKoU Tratpic&pxyou aiwvia (4) wun). Two 
notes in the left margin are illegible. 

The main text continues with the episcopal 
list of Lacedaemonia, as follows: ‘Iwdvvou, 
Tlu@avot [sic: ?Tlo@evot], Eipnvaiou, Baoidsiou, 
OeoxAntou, BaoiAciou Kal NixoAdcou, Evotadiou, 
Néovtos, *lwdvvou Kal Ogotréuirrou, OsodSociou, 
Nou, “lodvvou, OcoSmpou, Miyar\A, Zwtnpixou, 
Baotreiou, “lwdvvou, *ladvvou povayot, Nixnta, 
‘looa&vvou, Nikita, Oepdtrovtos povayot, “ladvvou 
TOU Sia TOU Oiou Kai &yyeAIKoU oyUaTOs LETOVO- 
Haotévtos “lwo povayot [in left margin... pa- 
Kapiwtatou “(nT)poTroA({)t(ov) ... (2 aiwvia) 4 
Wynn] Tv pokaplotdtwv pntpoTroAiTaey Aax«e- 
Saipovias, aicvia f uvyuny’. Then, in the same 
hand: Nixnpdpou tot a&ytwté&tou puntpotroAitou 
Kerytns Kal trpogdpou AoxeSaipovias (2? aiwvia f 
uviun y'). ‘H ayia Tpids atitous &d£facev. Aiavia 
f\uvqun y’. In the lower margin, another hand 
has added, in very faint ink: ’Av@ipou tot 
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ayYIWTaTOU LNTPOTTOAITOU KornTns Kal véou dOpo- 
AoynTo aiwvia f pvyyn y’. Another addition at 
the bottom of the left margin has been torn 
off, leaving only ...y’...ovias...y’. 

Fol. 169", the last page of this second 
fourteenth-century insertion, concludes with 
the salutations and benediction of Uspenskij, 
Pp. 40: TIoAA& ta& Etn Tdv Baotrdéwv, KTA. and, 
Toutov tois umep tis evoeBelas ... Kal TdavTwv 
(auToU Tdév) dyiav, d&urv. 

In fol. 170° (fig. 8) we return to the original, 
eleventh-century text. This folio repeats, in 
fragmentary form, the benediction written by 
the fourteenth-century hand on fol. 16g". And 
fol. 170V concludes with the original eleventh- 


century colophon: 


(uv) jo8nt: Kupie Tol SovAOU 

(cou) OeoguAdktou dva- 

(€i)ou kouBouKAgiciou Kal SopeoTtikou 
(ev)ayots TratpiapyiKoU 

(cex)pétou *Avtioyeias Kai yapioat 
(av)T Uyiav kal &oeoiv &yapTidyv. 


2. Selection of Conciliar Texts 

The selection of texts contained in our MS 
is of some interest. Of the twenty-two Greek 
MSS of the Synodicon known to Moin,” 
two, the Mairi. O. 2 (sixteenth century) and 
the Monac. gr. 380 (twelfth century) contain, 
in addition to the Synodicon of Orthodoxy, 
the horos of the Seventh Council. Apparently 
only one Greek MS, among those hitherto 
known, had, when it was complete, more or 
less the same contents as ours, viz. a MS in 
the National Library of Sofia, No. 289 (55), 
said to be of the fifteenth or sixteenth 
century, which is appended to the Bulgarian 
version of the Synodicon. In its present 
fragmentary condition the Greek MS at 
Sofia contains part of the horos of Chalcedon 
as well as those of the Sixth and Seventh 
Councils; originally it may also have included 
the horos of g20 since part of this text 
appears in the Bulgarian version.!? The 
Serbian translation of the Synodicon, ina MS 
of the late fourteenth century belonging to 


12 “Serbskaja redaktsija Sinodika v nedelju 
Pravoslavija,’”’ Vizant. Vremennik, XVI (1959) 
p- 318 ff. 

18M. G. PopruZenko, ‘‘Sinodik tsarja Bo- 
risa,’ Izvest. Russk. Arkheol. Inst. v Konstant., 
V (1900), p. viiiff.; id., Sinodik tsarja Borila, 
Blgarski starini, VIII (Sofia, 1928), p. iif. 
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the monastery of the Trinity near Plevlje in 
Herzegovina, stands even closer to the 
Holkham MS in that it contains the very 
same conciliar texts.‘* Concerning the origin 
of the Serbian version, Mo8in concludes that 
it was made by St. Savva between the years 
1201 and 1204 on the basis of a Russian MS 
which, in turn, reproduced a Greek redaction 
of the time of Alexius I Comnenus with the 
horot of the Councils, but without the ac- 
cretions of the late eleventh and twelfth 
centuries. The Holkham MS, which is even 
earlier in date than this presumed archetype, 
is therefore of fundamental importance for 
the study of the Slavic Synodica. That the 
contents of our MS represent an exception 
rather than the rule is indicated not only by 
the absence of any other Greek MS containing 
exactly the same texts, but also by an in- 
dication emanating—by a strange coincidence 
—from the see of Antioch at the end of the 
eleventh century. In an opuscule concerning 
the observance of the fast of the Holy Virgin, 
Anastasius bishop of Caesarea (presumably 
Caesarea Philippi) states that he had before 
him a Synodicon containing the horoz of three 
Councils, and three only: two of these dealt 
with matters of faith, while the third was the 
Union of g20.16 

A question that may be raised at this point 
is to what extent the Holkham MS is com- 
plete in its present condition. Unfortunately, 
many of the quire-marks have been either 
completely or partly amputated when the 
pages were trimmed; enough of them remain, 
however, to show that two gatherings are 
missing. The constitution of the MS. is, in 
brief, as follows: 


Quire I, a ¢ernio, fols. 1-6. No quire-mark. 

Quire 2, a quaternion, fols. 7-14. No quire- 
mark. 

Quire 3, a quaternion, fols. 15-22. No quire- 
mark. 

Quire 4, a quaternion, fols. 23-30. No quire- 
mark. 


14 MoSin, op. cit., p. 321f. 

49 LOU Ds 391 

18 PG 127, col. 520B: tpeis 58 kal udvas ouvddSous 
éXél TO TOIOUTOV BiBAiov: Kail af uév SU0 TowTov Tepi 
Trotews SiaAgyovtai, f S& étépa treol ydpov Sia- 
popas, &€ ov Kai Tis “Evddoews Aéyerau. Cf. V. Grumel, 
‘Le jetine del’ Assomption dansl’Eglisegrecque,”’ 
Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1933), p. 174. 
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Quire 5, a quaternion, fols. 31-38. On fol. 317 
is the mark ¢’. 

Quire 6, a quaternion, fols. 39-46. On fol. 39° 
is the mark U. 

Quire 7, a quaternion, fols. 47-54. No quire- 
mark. 

Quire 8, a quaternion, fols. 55-62. No quire- 
mark. 

Quire 9, a folded sheet (63-65) with a single 
folio (64) inserted in between. No 
quire-mark. 


From fol. 66 onward the gatherings are 
regular and are marked as follows: 1<8’> on 
fol. 667; 1<y’> on fol. 747; 1<8’> on fol. 82r: 
ie’ on fol. gor; 1<s'> on fol. 8"; 10’ on fol. 106'; 
i<n’> on fol. 114"; x’ on fol. 1287; k<a’> on 
fol. 1367; x <B’> on fol. 1447; xy’ on fol. 1527; 
x8’ on fol. 160%. Fols. 161-169, a later in- 
sertion, form a quinio. Fol. 170, part of the 
original codex, is a single sheet. 

From this it follows that two gatherings 
are missing: the first before fol. 31, probably 
between fols. 22 and 23 since, as we have 
seen, the text breaks off on fol. 22v; the second 
either between fols. 46 and 47 or between 65 
and 66, since between 54 and 55 the text 
continues without interruption. The gap 
between quire-marks 18 and 20 is explained 
by the insertion of the paper fols. 122-127 
which bear no quire-mark, but must have 
been reckoned as no. Ig. This consideration, 
as well as the character of the lettering, 
indicates that the quire-marks are a late 
addition, of the fifteenth century at the 
earliest. 

It is, of course, impossible to determine 
precisely what was contained in the lost 
gatherings. The fact, however, that only two 
gatherings are missing and that these were 
not juxtaposed suggests that they could not 
have contained any additional horoi belonging 
to the original eleventh-century MS, since 
each horos occupies about three gatherings. 
The analogy of the Serbian version is also 
evidence that the original part of our MS 
is, except for minor gaps, complete as it 
stands. It is quite likely, on the other hand, 
that the two missing gatherings were later 
insertions, like fols. 122-127, containing per- 
haps some of the other condemnations that 
are normally attached to the Synodicon of 
Orthodoxy. 


3. Dates of the Liturgical Commemorations 

Our MS, as we have seen, gives the following 
dates for the commemoration of the Councils 
it contains: 


1. Union of 920: no date given. 

2. Council of Chalcedon: July 16, if it happens 
to be a Sunday; if not, either the previous 
or following Sunday. 

. Council of 536: the Sunday following No. 2. 

4. Sixth Council: the Sunday after the feast 
of the Exaltation (Sept. 14). 

5. Seventh Council: October 11, if it is a 
Sunday; if not, either the previous or 
following Sunday. 

6. Feast of Orthodoxy: Sunday of Orthodoxy 
(first Sunday of Lent). 


The feast of the Union, which does not 
appear in the Synaxaria, was normally 
celebrated on the Sunday preceding the 
Council of Chalcedon, i.e. between July 6 
and 12.1” The protocol for that day, as laid 
down in the De Cerimoniis, included an 
imperial procession to the churches of St. 
Sophia and St. Irene.!8 Balsamon states that 
the Tome of the Union was read from the 
ambo in the month of July.” 

The dates given for the other Councils re- 
present the normal practice of the Church of 
Constantinople. In the Typicon of the Great 
Church, believed to have been compiled in the 
early ninth century and revised ca. 880, we 
already find the same dates, viz. the Council 
of Chalcedon on July 16, the Fifth Council on 
the Sunday following, the Sixth on September 
15 and the Seventh on October 11.29 The 
Synaxaria follow suit.2! The only point de- 
serving of comment is the confusion between 
the Council of 536 and the Fifth Oecumenical 

17M. Gedeon, Bulavtivév ~optoAdyiov (Con- 
stantinople, 1899), p. 128; cf. I. Mansvetov, 
Lserkovny) ustav (Moscow, 1885), p. 240f., who 
also gives the date of June 15. 

#8 Bonn ed., p. 186f. 

19 PG 119, col. 1260A; Zacharia von Lingen- 
thal, Jus graeco-romanum, III, p. 228, note 4. 

* A. Dmitrievskij, Opisanie liturgiteskikh 
rukopise7, I (Kiev, 1895), pp. 6, 13, 92, 93. Cf. 
N. Krasnosel’tsev, ‘‘Tipik tserkvi Sv. Sofii,”’ 
Letopis’ Ist.-Filol. Obs. pri Imp. Novoross. 
Univ., II, Vizant. Otdel., I (Odessa, 1892), 
p. 221 ff. The Typicon does not mention the Feast 
of Orthodoxy. 

* Synax. eccl. Constant., ed. Delehaye 


(Propylaeum ad ASS Nov.), cols. 55-56, 132, 
824, 826, 842. 


Ww 
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(553), a confusion that is repeated in the 
Serbian version of the Synodicon. MoS&in?? 
has attempted to explain the substitution of 
the former Council for the latter on the 
grounds that the Council of 553 was directed 
against Nestorianism, whereas in 843 the 
compilers of the Synodicon wished (or so he 
argues) to bypass the whole problem of Nes- 
torlanism. Such an explanation is, however, 
superfluous, since the Councils of 536 and 553 
were often confused or treated as one: Pho- 
tius, for example, in his famous letter to King 
Boris of Bulgaria considers the two Councils 
as one which he calls the Fifth Oecumenical.?8 
There is no reason to doubt, therefore, that 
in our Synodicon the horos of 536 was included 
as if it was that of the Fifth Council. Further- 
more, our MS which, as we have seen, may 
be regarded as an ancestor of the Serbian 
version, consistently inserts a condemnation 
of the Nestorians and Jacobites after each 
Council. 

The place which the recitation of conciliar 
horot occupied in the church service is made 
clear by the Typicon of the Great Church. 
The instructions contained therein are parti- 
cularly explicit in the case of the First and 
Fourth Councils.4 For the latter, the reading 
of the horos came after the Trisagion and was 
followed by the prokewmenon and lections 
from the Epistle to the Hebrews and from 
Matthew. Some such order must have been 
observed for the other Councils as well. 


4. Date of the Antioch Synodicon. 

The date of the original part of our MS can 
be determined within very narrow limits 
thanks to the commemorations of emperors, 
empresses, and patriarchs. 

The list of deceased emperors extends from 
Basil I (867-886) and his eldest son Constan- 
tine (ft 879) down to Michael IV (1034-1041). 
The detested Michael V Calaphates (1041- 
1042) has been, of course, omitted. The reign- 
ing emperors are Constantine IX (1042-1055) 
and Theodora. Hence our Synodicon must 


22 OD. cit., Pp. 327. 

23 Dootiou étriotoAal, ed. N. Valettas 
(London, 1864), p. 212ff. The two Councils are 
confused in the Synaxarion, ed. Delehaye, 
col. 842. 

24 Dmitrievskij, op. cit., pp. 92-93, 181. Cf. 
Kransosel’tsev, loc. cit. 
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have been composed before the death of 
Constantine [IX on January II, 1055. 

The list of empresses is much shorter and 
not in strict chronological order. It consists 
of Eudocia, wife of Basil I; Theophano, first 
wife of Leo VI; Theodora, wife of John I; 
Helen, wife of Constantine VII; Theophano, 
the notorious wife of Romanus II and of 
Nicephorus II Phocas; and finally Zoe, wife 
of Romanus III, Michael IV and Constantine 
IX. Since Zoe died in 1050, our Synodicon 
must be later than this date. 

The list of Constantinopolitan patriarchs 
does not help us further to narrow down the 
date of the MS. The continuous list on fol. 
19" goes from Ignatius (847-858, 867-877) 
down to Alexius Studites (1025-1043). It is in 
chronological order but omits Basil I Ska- 
mandrenos (970-974). Our Synodicon was 
therefore written under Michael I Kerularios 
(1043-1058). 

The list of Antiochene patriarchs is dis- 
cussed in the next section. It proves that our 
Synodicon must have been written before the 
appointment of Patriarch Peter III in the 
spring of 1052, so that the date of the MS 
must be 1050-1052. 


5. Lhe Patriarchs of Antioch. 

The episcopal commemorations (see supra, 
p. 226) make it clear that we are dealing with 
a Synodicon of the Church of Antioch. It is 
true that the episcopal list of Antioch appears 
in the Synodica of other Churches for the 
reason that after the Byzantine reconquest 
of Antioch (969) its patriarchs were appointed 
directly from Constantinople;”* in our case, 
however, the patriarchs of Antioch are com- 
memorated before those of Constantinople, 
which surely indicates that our MS was writ- 
ten for the see of Antioch. This conclusion is 
further supported by the scribe’s colophon. 

The incumbent Patriarch of Antioch is 
Sophronius. His dead predecessors are listed 
as follows: 


1. Christopher 
2. Theodore 
3. Agapius 

4. John 

5. Nicholas 


2° Cf. N. Cappuyns in Echos d’Orient, XX XIII 
(1934), pp. 208-209. 
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6. Elias 
7. Theodore 
8. Basil 


The list of departed patriarchs offers no dif- 
ficulty. Christopher (qg60-969) was the last 
Melkite patriarch before the Byzantine con- 
quest. The first Byzantine appointee was one 
Eustratius, but apparently he never held 
office and his name does not figure in any 
Synodicon.** He was followed by Theodore II 
(970-976), Agapius I (978-996), John III 
(g96-1021), Nicholas II (1025-1030), Elias IT 
(1032-1033), Theodore III (1034-1042) and 
Basil IT (exact dates undetermined). Sophro- 
nlus is entirely unknown. He was followed by 
Peter III who was in office from the spring of 
1052 until after August 1056.27 We must 
therefore concentrate our attention on the 
last three. 

At once we are met with a difficulty. In 
his enthronistic letter to the Patriarch of 
Jerusalem, Peter III intimates that his imme- 
diate predecessor had been Basil. These are 
his words: “‘In the meantime, Basil the Bishop 
of Antioch had departed to God. The Em- 
peror’s mind was agitated by tempests of 
cares: who was to be bishop and, with know- 
ledge, stand in authority over the people of 
the Lord? At different times different men 
came to mind, and many were considered, 
until [the Emperor] called us who knew 
nothing whatever of his counsels,”’ etc.28 This 
passage suggests that there was a considerable 
hiatus between Basil’s death and Peter’s 
appointment. At this time there appears to 
have been some discontent at Antioch, for in 
another letter which Peter wrote immediately 
after his consecration to the clergy of Antioch, 
he urges his addressees who, as he believes, 
had greatly desired his appointment to “‘lay 
aside all despondency and sorrow.’ The 
ecclesiastical relations between Constanti- 
nople and Antioch during this period were 


26 'V. Grumel, ‘‘Le patriarcat et les patriarches 
d’Antioche sous la seconde domination byzan- 
tine,” zbid., p. 130 ff. 

27 On Peter, see A. Michel, Humbert und 
Kerullarios, II (Paderborn, 1930), p. 416 ff. 

8 Tbid., p. 440. 

29 A. Michel, ‘“Die Botschaft Petros’ III. von 
Antiochia an seine Stadt iiber seine Ernennung,”’ 
BZ, XXXVIII (1938), p. 117: airdbeo8e tr&oav 
&Oupiav Kal Autrny, etc. 


accompanied by some friction. The Syrians 
were naturally desirous of selecting their own 
patriarchs instead of having strangers imposed 
upon them from Constantinople; to make 
matters worse, the Patriarch John III (gq6- 
1021) had ceded the right of the patriarchs 
of Antioch to be ordained by their own metro- 
politans, instead of which they were to be 
consecrated by the patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, a custom that apparently persisted 
down to the Latin conquest. Peter III, 
although ordained in the capital, was by 
birth a native of Antioch and he later took 
decisive action to defend the rights of his 
see against the encroachments of Michael 
Kerularios.*° 

Was Sophronius an appointee of the local 
Syrian Church who did not receive recogni- 
tion from Constantinople ? Or was he, on the 
contrary, an imperial appointee, one of those 
“many’’ who were considered for the post, 
but who perchance was so ill-received at 
Antioch that he had to be replaced by a 
native, Peter III? Whichever of the two 
alternatives is preferred, Sophronius must 
have been patriarch for a very short time, 
probably in 1051; and if Peter III ignores him 
(as do later Synodica), he must have had 
good reason for doing so. The name of So- 
phronius should, however, be added to the 
episcopal list of Antioch. By a strange coin- 
cidence, a Sophronius was at about the same 
time patriarch of Jerusalem (from before 1059 
till after 1064).31 Whether these were one and 
the same person we are unable to say. 


6. The Fourteenth-Century Commemorative 
Lists. 

The list of emperors, augustas, and patri- 
archs that appear on fol. 165 are part of the 
uniform addition, made in an early fourteenth- 
century hand, which occupies fols. 161-167. 
There are no separate, additional commemor- 
ations. The list of emperors ends with Theo- 
dore II (ft 1258). The list of augustas ends 
with the wife of Michael VIII, Theodora 


3° Grumel, op. cit., p. 140f. Cf. also the same 
author’s ‘“‘Les patriarches grecs d’Antioche du 
nom de Jean,” Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1933), 
p. 270 ff. 

31 Following the dates of Grumel, La chrono- 
logie, Traité d’études byzantines, I (Paris, 1958), 
Pp. 452. 
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(+ 1303). The last patriarch commemorated 
is Joseph I (f 1283). The two latter dates in- 
dicate that the lists were compiled in the 
reign of Andronicus II, whose father Michael 
VIII is omitted as heretical. This is confirmed 
by a scrutiny of the two erased lines which 
concluded the insertion on fol. 167%. In this 
place would normally come the salutation 
of the reigning emperors: and in fact, as we 
saw, the name of Andronicus is visible at the 
beginning of the second line. The erasure was 
no doubt made to allow of the continuance 
in use of the Synodicon: and we find An- 
dronicus II’s death commemorated on the 
following page (168°). 

Since fols. 161-167 need not be dated much 
after 1303, since they must antedate fols. 
168—169', and since they contain nothing rel- 
evant to the bishopric of Lacedaemonia, it 
is reasonable to suppose that they were in- 
serted by Nicephorus Moschopoulos himself, 
by way of completing and bringing up to date 
his Synodicon before presenting it to his 
church of St. Demetrios. 

The lists which follow in another hand on 
fol. 168, and which include the episcopal list 
of Lacedaemonia itself, were added after the 
death of Nicephorus Moschopoulos (i. e. after 
1322), which is commemorated in the same 
hand as wrote the main text of this insertion. 
We can be even more precise as to the date of 
the addition. The last emperor mentioned in 
the original insertion is Michael IX (+ 1320), 
who is separately commemorated between 
the continuous lists of emperors and augustas. 
His father Andronicus II, on the other hand, 
who died in 1332, is squeezed in above him 
in quite a different script; and the other sep- 
arate commemorations on this page, of 
Andronicus III (+ 1341) and, in the upper 
margin, of John VI (+ 1383) and of his son the 
Despot Manuel (f 1380), are again in different 
hands. Therefore, the main text of fols. 168'- 
169" was inserted between 1322 (when Nice- 
phorus Moschopoulos was still alive: infra, 
p. 241) and 1332; and was probably put in 
by, or at the instance of, the then bishop 
Gregory Voutas (infra, p. 242). 

Now, this “Gregorian” insertion, though 
it covers much of the same ground as the 
“Nicephoran”’ insertion, is not a copy of the 
latter, but was probably copied from another, 
local, record, which may have been the pre- 
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vious Synodicon superseded by the hand- 
some gift of Nicephorus Moschopoulos. 

We have next to consider the lists provided 
by this “Gregorian” addition. For though we 
now know the date when it was written into 
our codex, we have yet to find the date when 
its main, continuous lists themselves were 
compiled; and this question has some bearing 
on the identification of at least one bishop 
in the episcopal list of Lacedaemonia (infra, 
p. 237). The last emperor commemorated is 
again Theodore II (ft 1258); but the last 
augusta is not Theodora (f 1303), who is here 
separately commemorated, but Theodore’s 
own wife Helen, who predeceased him. And 
the last patriarch in the continuous list is not 
Joseph I, but Manuel IT (} 1255). It is clear 
that these continuous lists of the ““Gregorian’”’ 
insertion date from the period of the recovery 
of Byzantium and Peloponnese under Michael 
VIII (1261-1262). The separate commemor- 
ations in the same hand date from between 
this epoch and 1322-32 (Michael IX, Theo- 
dora, Irene (ft 1317), and the Patriarchs Ar- 
senios (f 1273) and Joseph I); and those later 
than 1332 were added as and where occasion 
served. 

It would seem that no additions (except 
for the “‘repair’’ fols. 122-127) were made to 
the Synodicon after the commemoration of 
the Despot Manuel in 1380 and of his father 
in 1383. John V (f 1391) isnot commemorated 
except on fol. 125 (supra, p. 228). Anthimos of 
Crete, who is apparently the last to be com- 
memorated on fol. 168%, died in or about the 
year 1370 (infra, p. 242); and the Patriarch 
Isidore twenty years before him. 


7. The Episcopal List of Lacedaemonia. 

The patriarchal list of fol. 168¥ is followed 
by the list of the local (bishops and) metro- 
politans of Lacedaemonia itself. This is the 
regular practice in the Synodicon of a metro- 
politan see,®? such as Lacedaemonia had been 
since 1082-1083.55 A simple bishopric, such 
for example as Syvrita,*4 would record only 
the archbishops of its metropolitan see and 
its own bishops, omitting the Patriarchal list. 


32 Laurent, Echos d’Orient, XXX (1931), 
p. 70. 
33 Délger, Regesten, II, 30, no: 1086. 

*4 Laurent, Echos d’Ovient, XXXII (1933), 
Pp. 388-389. 
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Episcopal lists hitherto discovered—they 
are fewer than might have been expected— 
have been discussed by Petit, Cappuyns, and, 
especially, Laurent, to whose learning and 
industry workers in this field are deeply in- 
debted.*®° Such lists, Laurent has emphasized, 
are most unlikely to be complete. Omissions 
are due in some cases to ignorance or careless- 
ness ; in others they are deliberate, for reasons 
of theological odium.®* Even of the names 
which do appear some may have become 
corrupted in the course of repeated transcrip- 
tion over the centuries. But these disadvan- 
tages are outweighed by the very solid ad- 
vantage that the lists, however incomplete, 
are undoubtedly in chronological order: a 
rule which seems to admit of no exceptions.°? 

The list which appears on fol. 168 of our 
MS is as follows: 


1. John 14. John 

2. Potheinos 15. Theodoros 

3. Eirenaios 16. Michael 

4. Basil 17. Soterichos 

5. Theokletos 18. Basil 

6. Basil 1g. John 

7. Nicholas 20. John the monk 

8. Eustathios 21. Niketas 

g. Leo 22. John 
to. John 23. Niketas 
11. Theopemptos 24. Therapon the monk 
12. Theodosios 25. John, the monk 
13. Luke Joseph 


These are commemorated continuously, and 
without distinction, as of paxapiatato: untpo- 
ToAitar Aoxedatpovias. Then follows no: 26, 
Nicephorus. Then, in the upper margin, no. 27, 
Gregory. Lastly, in the lower margin, comes 
the commemoration of Anthimos, metropoli- 
tan of Crete, the ‘‘new confessor.”’ 

Leaving aside for the moment the later, 
separate commemorations, which are all of 
the fourteenth century, we must first consider 
the probable termini post et ante of the main, 
continuous list, nos. 1-25 inclusive. These 
are all denominated “metropolitans,’’ a term 


85 These publications are listed by Grumel, 
Les regestes, no: 425; add since then the lists of 
Adrianople, Laurent, Echos d@’Orient, XX XVIII 
(1939), pp. 1-34, and Athens, id., Mémorial 
L. Petit (Bucarest, 1948), pp. 272-289. 

86 Laurent, Echos d’Orient, XXX (1931), 
Pp. 71-72; 1d., Mémorial L. Petit, 274. 

8? Ibid. 


which, if taken literally, would imply that all 
of them fall in the period after 1082-1083. 
But this clearly is not so. The list fails to 
distinguish between the earlier status of émi- 
oxotros and the later status of untpotroAitns, 
and lumps them all together as metropolitans, 
a natural and pardonable inaccuracy. 

As we know nothing of nos. I-4 except 
their names, and as their terminus ante is 860, 
which is the date of no. 5, it is theoretically 
possible that they have been culled from 
much earlier periods than the first half of the 
ninth century. This would not be unexam- 
pled. In the list of Cyprus*8 at least the first 
eleven names are datable before the end of 
the eighth century. The list of Adrianople 
contains two bishops of the fourth century. 
That of Monemvasia starts with a bishop of 
the late eighth century, before leaping to 
the middle of the tenth.®® But this seems to be 
unlikely in the list of Lacedaemonia. None 
of the first four names is that of a figure 
celebrated in ecclesiastical history, which 
might ensure the survival of his fame from 
a more remote past. Moreover, neither of 
the two bishops whose names we find in ear- 
lier centuries—Hosios in 458 and Theodosios 
in 6814°—occurs in our list. We shall prob- 
ably be right in placing John, Potheinos, 
Eirenaios, and Basil in the years between 843 
and 869, or possibly in the years between 805 
and 869, allowing for the gap between 815 
and 843. For, in or about 805, as is well 
known, Patras was elevated to the status of 
a metropolis, and Lacedaemonia, hitherto in 
the diocese of Corinth, became a suffragan 
of the new see. This step was a consequence 
of the recovery of much of Peloponnesus by 
Nicephorus I after two centuries of Slav oc- 
cupation ;*! and it would have been a suitable 


38 Cappuyns, Byzantion, X (1935), p. 498. 

9 Laurent, Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1933), 
p- 143. 

4% FE. Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum Oecumeni- 
corum, II, 5 (Berlin, Leipzig, 1936) 89; Mansi, 
XI, 674. The latter, Theodosios, signed the acts 
of the Sixth Council in 681: his name should 
therefore be added to that of Stephen of Corinth, 
who, says A. Bon, Péloponnése byzantin (Paris, 
1951), p. 103, “‘seul a figuré pour la Gréce et le 
Péloponnése.’’ 

“1 Grumel, Les regestes, no. 371; H.-G. Beck, 
Kirche u. Theologische Literatur im byzantini- 
schen Reich (Munich, 1959), p. 179; Bon, 
Péloponnése byzantin, pp. 43-47. 
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moment to begin the compilation of regular 
records once again, especially as it coincided 
with the refounding and rebuilding of Lace- 
daemonia itself.4? 

The terminus ante of the main or continuous 
list 1s equally hard to determine with accu- 
racy. Somewhere between no. 22, who is firmly 
dated to 1173 (infra, p. 241), and no. 26, 
Nicephorus, whose presidency of the see began 
between 1285 and 1289,*8 comes the hiatus of 
half a century (ca. 1206-1262) which cor- 
responds to the Frankish occupation. In the 
year 1285 a certain Bishop John of Lacedae- 
monia, who was probably the immediate pre- 
decessor of our no. 26, signed the acts of the 
Second Synod of Blachernae.* It is tempting 
to identify this John with our no. 25, John 
renamed Joseph. If we do so, we might place 
the hiatus after no. 24, Therapon, and con- 
clude that Therapon was bishop at the time 
of the Frankish conquest. This is quite un- 
certain. AS we saw supra (p. 235), the con- 
tinuous lists of emperors and augustas run 
down to Theodore II Laskaris (+ 1258) and 
his wife Helen, who predeceased him. The 
continuous list of patriarchs ends with Manuel 
II (¢ 1255). The first emperor to be separately 
commemorated is Michael IX (f 1320), and 
the first augusta is the wife of Michael VIII, 
Theodora (1303): Michael VIII himself is of 
course deliberately omitted. The first separat- 
ely commemorated patriarch, on the other 
hand, is Arsenios (+ 1273). If the continuous 
lists of emperors and augustas, patriarchs of 
Constantinople, and metropolitans of Lace- 
daemonia, represent contemporary recensions, 
as seems most likely, then they must have 
been compiled between 1258 and 1273, per- 
haps shortly after the recovery of Constanti- 
nople and Peloponnesus by Michael VIII (1261 
-1262). Now, our no. 25, John-Joseph, falls 
within the continuous list of metropolitans 
of Lacedaemonia; and if this list is contempo- 
rary with the others, it must finish in the third 
quarter of the thirteenth century, or more 
probably in the first, since after 1206 there 
were no more Orthodox metropolitans of La- 


42 Unless the whole story is a fabrication, as 
S. P. Kyriakidis believes: Bulavtivai MeAétau, 
VI (Salonika, 1947), pp. 59—64. 

48 Manousakas, ‘EAAnvix&, XV (1957), p. 240. 

** Laurent, Echos d’Orient, XXVI (1927), p. 
146. 


cedaemonia until its recovery from the 
Franks. This line of reasoning would suggest 
our placing no. 25* at or before the Frankish 
conquest; and not identifying him with the 
John of the Blachernae Synod in 1285. This 
latter John would then be missing from our 
list; and this omission could not be explained 
on the same probable ground as that of his 
predecessor Theodosios (infra, p. 241), since, 
as a signatory of the Tomus of Blachernae, 
John was a partisan of the orthodox and anti- 
unionist policies of Andronicus II, of his 
patriarch Gregory, and of John’s own suc- 
cessor Nicephorus Moschopoulos, who signed 
the same document as metropolitan of Crete. 
The question cannot be solved without fuller 
knowledge of the circumstances in which 
Nicephorus shortly afterwards took over the 
presidency of the see of Lacedaemonia.*® 
Meanwhile, on the evidence of the continuous 
lists, it seems the most probable hypothesis 
that our nos. I-25 are the bishops and metro- 
politans of Lacedaemonia from 843 (or Ortho- 
dox bishops from 805) until ca. 1206. 

In the list itself, as we have noted, the 
first four names are not known elsewhere. 
No. 5 is Theokletos. He signed the acts of 
the anti-Photian Council of 869-870.47 He 
was afterwards regarded, at least in Lacedae- 
monia, as a saint; and his Life was written, 
probably in the early eleventh century, at 
the instance of the then Bishop Theodoros.* 
The Life is a simple encomium, with almost 
no factual information at all,4® which the 

*© More light might perhaps be cast on this 
problem if we could read the truncated note in 
the left margin of the folio, which stands 
opposite to John, and may refer to him. 

*6 Nicephorus Gregoras, Bonn. ed., I, 173/1-5, 
states that the signatories of Blachernae were 
afterwards justly punished by shameful ex- 
pulsion from their sees (aioyiota td&dv oikelov 
e€edavévtwv pdveov). Laurent (Echos d’Orient, 
XXVI [1927], p. 137) rightly notes that Nice- 
phorus Moschopoulos, one of them, died while 
still metropolitan of Crete. However, Nicephorus 
had meantime been made proedros of Lace- 
daemonia ca. 1289, and was removed from this 
see ca. 1316. John of Lacedaemonia may 
similarly have been ousted to make room for 
Nicephorus. 

47 Mansi, XVI, 159, 195. 

“Ed. N. A. Bees, Vizantijskoe Obozrenie, II 
(1916), Supplement 1, 1-54; ed. A. Sgouritsas 
(apparently without knowledge of Bees’ edition), 
Qroroyia, XXVII (1956), pp. 567-503. 

49 Bees, 18-109. 
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author blames on the lapse of time. It may, 
however, be used inferentially in one impor- 
tant matter. The Photian Council of 879 was 
signed by one Antonios as bishop of Lacedae- 
monia,2® who does not occur in our list, and of 
whom, unless he were the later Patriarch 
Antony Kauleas, nothing else is known. This 
implies either that by 879 Theokletos was 
dead, or else that he had been turned out of 
his see as an anti-Photian and superseded by 
Antonios. Bees (pp. 7-8) chooses the former, 
Sgouritsas (pp. 569-570) the latter alternative. 
The Life states that Theokletos was ‘‘driven 
from his flock”’ ;5! and although it blames this 
action on the hostility of rich and worldly 
laymen, it also makes clear, in a passage which 
precedes an unfortunate lacuna,®? that Theo- 
kletos was at odds with a part of the clergy 
besides. His enemies afterwards repented and 
reinstated him.5 This story, vague as it is, 
cannot be pressed in detail; but it may well 
preserve a local memory that Theokletos was 
expelled by the Photians after 877, and was 
later restored, either by Photius himself, or 
even after Photius’ own deposition in 886. 
This would account for the omission from 
our list of the interloping Bishop Antonios. 
No. 6, Basil, is known to us as the author of 
a eulogy of St. Nicholas of Myra, and of a 
eulogy of Constantine the Great. Binon, who 
made this discovery,*4 examined the accounts 
of three posthumous miracles of St. Nicholas 
which are said to have taken place during 
the author’s lifetime.®> References in them to 
Saracens in Crete (i. e. after ca. 826) and to 
the caliph’s residence at Samarra (i.e. be- 
tween 836 and 892) led Binon to conclude 
that Basil, bishop of Lacedaemonia, lived and 
wrote at the end of the ninth century or the 
beginning of the tenth. This conclusion is 
fully confirmed by our list, if, as we have no 
reason to doubt, Basil was the immediate 
successor of Theokletos or of the intervening 
Antonios. It is worth noting, in view of Basil’s 
interest in St. Nicholas of Myra, that in the 


°° Mansi, XVII, 376 D. 

*1 Bees, 38/12: &€tAaoav tis Troiuvns Tov eytov. 

2 Ibid., 35/2-6. 

°8 Ibid., 38/19-29. 

54 Atti del V° Congresso internazionale di studi 
bizantini, I (Rome, 1939), pp. 48-49. 

65 G. Anrich, Hagios Nikolaos, I (Teubner, 
1913), pp. 169-181. 


eleventh century there was a monastery of 
that Saint west of the city of Lacedaemonia.5® 

Nos. 7 and 8, Nicholas and Eustathios, 
who must have lived during the first half of 
the tenth century, are otherwise unknown to 
us. In connection with no. g, Leon, we note 
a lead seal which may or may not be relevant. 
It was published by Schlumberger®? after 
Mordtmann, and dated by him to the ‘“‘époque 
antérieure a 1050.’ It bears the inscription 
Asovtio étrtokdétra TréAews AoxeSatpovias. In view 
of the similarity of the names Leon and 
Leontios, and of the confusion we shall note 
lower down between the names Theodoros 
and Theodosios, it may well be that our no. 
9 should be written Leontios. If not, the 
owner of the seal is another absentee from the 
catalogue.®® 

No. 10, John, is again unknown. But no. 
11, Theopemptos, is well attested both by 
literary and by archaeological evidence. He 
was bishop of Lacedaemonia at the time of 
the arrival there of St. Nikon Metanoeite, 
and still bishop at the time of the Saint’s 
death.*® It is generally agreed that the Saint 
came to Lacedaemonia about the year 970.® 
It is probable that he died about the end of 
the tenth century, although the date of 998 
given by Galanopoulos (129, 181-2) rests on 
a misinterpreted passage (Lambros, 205/4-0; 
Galanopoulos, 181), about which we shall 
have more to say. The last historically datable 
event in the Saint’s career is his week’s visit 
to the newly appointed military governor 
of Peloponnesus, Basil Apokaukos, at Cor- 
inth.61 The Bulgars were menacing Hellas 
and Peloponnesus. The Saint reassured the 
trembling governor, and foretold disaster to 
the Bulgars (tiv éxeiveov Kataotpopiv). The 


58 “O Bios Nixeovos Tol Metavoeite, ed. Lambros, 
Néos “EAAnvouvryoov, ITI (1906), 202/21-26: kat& 
TOV Ettivelov (érHviov K) tTétrov: the original word 
was probably aitreivov. 

5? Sigillogvaphie, 184. 

°8 The seal of Leon Chamaretos, proedros of 
Lacedaemonia, is of course not that of a bishop: 
cf. Bees, Vizantijskij Vremennik, XXI (1914), 
pp. 196-197. 

°° Bios Nikavos tol Metavoeite, ed. Lambros, 
164/19-22, 170/31, 171/11-17, 173/9-11, 183/ 
26-28; ed. M. E. Galanopoulos (Athens, 1933), 
gQ, I10, III, 114, 183. 

6° Galanopoulos, IIo. 

St Lambros, 174/17-175/16; Galanopoulos, 
116-117. 
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disaster in question was no doubt their defeat 
by Nicephorus Ouranos, which took place in 
997." The Saint’s visit to Corinth, therefore, 
took place very shortly before it. He then re- 
turned to Lacedaemonia, and found the 
aristocrat and scholar John Malakenos under 
arrest for treason,®* an incident easily re- 
lated to the widespread discontent provoked 
among the provincial landowners by Basil 
II’s draconian edict of 996. Malakenos was 
taken to Constantinople, and acquitted. 
“Some little time afterwards’ (ixavds yotv 
6 petafyu xpdvos), while Malakenos was still 
in the capital, the Saint died: that is, round 
about the end of the century, when, as has 
been said, Theopemptos was still bishop of 
Lacedaemonia. His tenure of the see will, 
therefore, have occupied all or most of the 
last thirty years of the tenth century.™ 

No. 12 is Theodosios. There would appear 
to be confusion in our list between the names 
Theodoros and Theodosios, which may have 
arisen through their being written in abbrevi- 
ated form. The name of no. 15 is given as 
Theodoros, but he is, from his position, almost 
certainly identical with the Theodosios who is 
stated by the Chronicle of Monemvasia to have 
been bishop in 1082-1083, when Lacedaemonia 
was raised to the rank of metropolis.® But 
that there was in fact a Bishop Theodoros of 
Lacedaemonia is attested by three lead seals, 
dated tenth to eleventh centuries,®* and by 
a clear reference to him in the Life of St. 
Theokletos as the patron of the author of 
that Life.6? Whether, therefore, we are to 
identify this Bishop with our no. 12 or our 
no. 15, depends on the date at which the Life 
was written; and unfortunately we have little 
or no evidence for determining this with accu- 
racy. 


6? Cedrenus, Bonn. ed., II, 449/19-450/25; G. 
Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State 
(Oxford, 1956), p. 273. 

88 Lambros, 177/15-178/32; Galanopoulos 
121-123. Cf. Cedrenus, II, 451/19—-22. 

S¢ For his lead seal, see Bees, Bulavtis, I 
(1909), p. 85, note 2; and another copy of the 
same, Dumbarton Oaks Collection, no. 3771. 

®° Bees, tbid., p. 84: émoxotrotvtos Kupot 
OQeodociou év état ,sgsa’. 

8° Schlumberger, Revue des études grecques, 
II (1889), p. 249; Bees, Vizantijskoe Obozrenie, 
II (1916), Supplement 1, 13-14; Dumbarton Oaks 
Collection, no. 3762. 

87 Bees, ibid., 28/19-23. 


Bees® maintained that the Life of St. Theo- 
kletos must have been written before A. D. 
1000, since in its first line it states: ov5é tov 
Kad’ Nuas Biov ovdEe Tas Ertl TEAEI THY aXiddvoov yeveds 
apikev &BonOntous eis a&pethv O Trd&vtTwv o1Aav- 
Epcos eT’ &yadois mpopnfouuevos KUpIOS, KTA.: 
that is to say, God has not abandoned either 
the author’s own lifetime or “‘the generations 
at the consummation of the aeons (eras).”’ 
This last phrase Bees interpreted as a refer- 
ence to the belief of the Chiliasts that the 
year A.D. 1000 would inaugurate the millen- 
nium of Christ’s rule on earth, and concluded 
that the author must have been writing 
before that date. Since, therefore, it is known 
that Theopemptos was bishop at least as late 
as ca. 997 and perhaps later, Bees would 
date the Life of St. Theokletos and the 
contemporary Bishop Theodoros before Theo- 
pemptos and near the middle of the tenth 
century. If he were right, then this Theodoros 
would be missing from our list. 

But the argument is unsatisfactory. In 
the first place, there is little evidence to show 
that the expectation of Christ’s Second Com- 
ing at A.D. 1000 was current in the Byzantine 
Empire, which had not adopted the Diony- 
sian era. In the next place, even if rumors of 
a Second Coming had percolated from the 
West, the millenniary of the Crucifixion (1033) 
was there regarded as an equally likely date 
for the event. But the belief of the Byzan- 
tines themselves was that the world would 
come to an end at the close of the seventh 
millennium from the Creation. They were 
aware that they were living in the final aldv 
of our dispensation, as a sentence written at 
nearly this time makes clear: in the treatise 
on the Origins of Constantinople, contem- 
porary with Basil II (976-1025), we read 
6 Tepiav St & EBSou0s ovTos aid, “the 
current aeon is this seventh (and last) one.” 
This doubtless is the belief to which the writer 
of the Life of St. Theokletos refers; and his 
work, therefore, may well have been written 
after A.D. 1000. 

68 Thid., 14-16. 

6 Cf.L. Allatii, De libris et vebus ecclesiasticis 
Graecorum & c., (Paris, 1646), p. 142: Aéyetan && 
OT1 ETE Thy Tov Eta yIAIdSoov ypdveov TrapéAevol 
éotar. On the whole subject, see Vasiliev, 
Byzantion, XVI (1942-1943), pp. 470-1, 487-9. 

70 Th. Preger, Scriptoves Originum Con- 
stantinopolitanarum, II (Teubner, 1907), p. go. 
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This, it is true, does not help us to decide 
between no: 12, Theodosios and no. 15, Theo- 
doros/Theodosios, as the author’s patron. 
Some words of the author, which accuse 
Bishop Theodore’s predecessors of neglecting 
the Lives of former Lacedaemonian worthies,”! 
would, however, certainly be more appropriate 
to the early than to the late eleventh century. 

No. 13, Luke. Between Theopemptos, who 
cannot have lived far, if at all, into the ele- 
venth century, and no. 15, Theodoros/Theo- 
dosios, who was probably bishop in 1082, we 
have only the three names, Theodosios (or 
Theodoros), Luke, and John. We might 
therefore assume, a priori, a lacuna in our 
list for this period. There is some reason to 
believe this assumption to be justified. An 
inscription found by Adamantiou in the 
Church of the Saviour built by St. Nikon Me- 
tanoeite at Sparta, after being variously 
published and interpreted,” was at last prop- 
erly reproduced and read by Soteriou.” It 
consists of the right-hand portion of two 
lines of a funerary inscription, which Soteriou 
read as: 

»». Haiou Kai AouK& Tdév poKapioy étriokoTra[v] 

. WLEpTrTy]v Aué[pav] évét[et] TS Spyo’ Fv teAcuTT 

(sic)** Aouka&s & So1[os] 
The original may probably have run some- 
what as follows: [After living in the days of 
Bartholo}jmew and Luke, the late bishops, 
[Month of ..., day ...] Thursday in the year 
6541 was finish Luke the Holy. 


The year 6541, or A.D. 1033, is the year 
when this local Saint was “‘finish,’’ and not, 
as Zakythenos states,”> the date of the in- 
scription itself. If this interpretation is cor- 
rect, it 1s good evidence for a Luke, bishop of 
Lacedaemonia, in the year 1033, and for his 
predecessor Bartholomaios, or Eirenaios, or 
something of the sort, earlier in the eleventh 
century. 


71 Ed. Bees, 28/26-28. 

72 Galanopoulos, of. cit., 110 and fig. 39; 
Koukouleés, ’Etretnpis ‘Etoipias Bulavtivév Ztrov- 
Sav, XI (1935), p. 466; Galanopoulos, ibid., XII 
(1936), p. 414. 

3 TIpaxtika Ths “Apxyatodoyixiis ‘Etaipias (1939), 
pp. 114-115, fig. Io. 

74 The grammar is scarcely helped by sup- 
posing jvteAeUTn to stand for éveteAewtnoe. 

* Le despotat grec de Morée, II (Athens, 1953), 
Pp. 299. 


It is possible that this Bishop Luke may be 
the Luke referred to in the Life of St. Nikon 
Metanoeite as Ti Te povayiKi) TroAteia Kal TH 
fepatik® Sicddutrov &€1opati:7® and this pos- 
sibility would be strengthened if we could 
accept the version of the Koutloumousi MS, 
which describes him also as xaOnyntot kai 
tmotpévos.””? But, as the Barberini MS” makes 
clear, it was not Luke who was originally so 
designated, but the abbot of the monastery 
of St. Nicholas, in which Luke was then a 
novice: 16 té&v cicaywyikdSv tTéyyati KoTel- 
Aeyueves UTrO KaOnynti Kai tromevi, &vbpi Beie 
Kal Tpogiveo Tis apettis* AouKas 5 fv dvopa TH 
veavia, KTA. However it may be, it is worth 
noting that the fact that this Luke is de- 
scribed as an elderly contemporary of the 
author of the Life of St. Nikon” is not 
necessarily an obstacle to his identification 
with Bishop Luke of ca. 1033. The Life has, 
ever since the time of Baronius,®° been dated 
to the middle twelfth century, on the strength 
of a corrupt date furnished by the Barberini 
version (p. 673). In this version the author 
of the Life states that he became abbot of the 
monastery of St. Nikon in the eleventh in- 
diction, the year 6650 (i.e. A.D. 1142). These 
data are inconsistent and therefore one of 
them is wrong. The Koutloumousi version, 
on the other hand, preserves the eleventh in- 
diction, but gives the year as 6500 (A.D. 992), 
which is not only inconsistent with the in- 
diction but also manifestly impossible. How- 
ever, a comparison of the two versions makes 
it probable that the year originally given 
was 6550, or A.D. 1042, which corresponds 
with the eleventh indiction (September 1—De- 
cember 31, 1042) according to the ‘“‘proto- 
byzantine’ reckoning described by Grumel.®! 
The Life of St. Nikon, on this supposition, 
was composed ca. 1050, and certainly before 
1057, which is near enough to 1033 for a 
bishop of the latter year to be still alive, 
though grey-haired, some seventeen years 
later. This dubious identification does not 
justify a fuller examination here of the 


76 Lambros, 208/14-15; Galanopoulos, 186. 

77 Lambros, 208/12. 

78 MS Barberini gr. 583, p. 668. 

79 Lambros, 208/13. 

89 Annales Ecclestasticit, X, anno 961. 

81 La chronologie (Paris, 1958), pp. 124-128; 
cf. Echos @’Onent, XXXIV (1935), pp. 319-326. 


A SYNODICON OF ANTIOCH AND LACEDAEMONIA 241 


chronology of the Life, which, however, 
deserves to be re-examined in the light of this 
interesting possibility. 

No. 15 is that Theodoros of whom we have 
spoken in reference to no. 12. If Luke was 
bishop during the middle years of the eleventh 
century, and after him came John (no. 14), 
of whom we know nothing, this Theodoros 
will have been bishop about the time when 
Lacedaemonia was raised to the status of a 
metropolis, that is in 1082-1083.8" As we are 
told by the Chronicle of Monemvasia that the 
bishop at that time was Theodosios, it is 
nearly certain that this Theodosios and our 
Theodoros are one and the same person; 
though it must remain uncertain which form 
of the name is the correct one. 

Of nos. 16-20, Michael, Soterichos, Basil, 
John, and John the Monk, whose joint 
tenure must have covered the first half of the 
twelfth century, we can give no account. The 
next bishop who is firmly attested is no. 21, 
Niketas, whose signature is found on docu- 
ments of 1166 and 1167;°8 and his successor 
John (no. 22) is similarly attested for July of 
the year 1173.84 

Nos. 23, 24, Niketas and Therapon, are 
again unknown, but probably datable to the 
last twenty years of the century. No. 25, 
John-Joseph, has already been discussed 
(supra p. 237). As he is last in the continuous 
list, and as this list, if contemporary with the 
other continuous lists, must have been 
compiled before 1273 at the latest, no. 25 was 
dead by then, and cannot be identical with 
the John of the Blachernae Synod (1285). It 
is to be noted that no. 25 became a monk, and 
died renamed Joseph: this would be con- 
sistent with his having been the last Orthodox 
bishop before the Latin conquest, after which, 
and his consequent expulsion, he might have 
embraced the monastic life. But, as has been 
said, this is far from certain. With his name 
the continuous list comes to an end. 

When the first Orthodox bishop of 
Lacedaemonia was appointed after the 

82 Dolger, Regesten, II, no: 1086; Grumel, 
Les vegestes, no: 928; Bees, Bulavtis, I (1909), 
pp. 84-85. 

88 Grumel, Les regestes, nos. 1059, 1075; 
Migne, PG, CXL, cols. 260C, 281B. 

8! Grumel, ibid., no. 1126; ’Op@oSo0fia, V 
(1930), p. 543; cf. Echos d’Orient, XXXIII 
(1934), p. 215, note 2. 


Byzantine recovery of the Morea, we do not 
know, nor who he was. The first who is 
known to us does not occur in our list. He was 
Theodosios, metropolitan and hypertimos, 
who signed a document at Constantinople in 
November 1272.85 Why he should be omitted 
can only be conjectured; but it may well be 
due to the same reason as that conjectured by 
Laurent for the omission of his contemporary 
Gregory from the list of Monemvasia, namely 
that he was Aatwégpev. It is true that he did 
not sign the notorious document addressed to 
Pope Gregory X in 1274; but neither did 
Gregory of Monemvasia.*6 

He was succeeded by the John of the 
Blachernae Synod, who has been noted above. 

The separate commemorations begin with 
no. 26, Nicephorus, who donated the codex 
to the church of St. Demetrios (supra, p. 225). 
Nicephorus Moschopoulos is the best known 
and most fully documented of all the bishops 
of Lacedaemonia.’’? Manousakas has worked 
out the chronological data concerning him. 
He was appointed metropolitan of Crete, 
probably in 1283 and in any case not later than 
the summer of 1285, when he signed the 
Blachernae Synod. Owing to the Venetian 
occupation of Crete, he was unable to proceed 
thither; and instead, some time between the 
summer of 1285 and August 1289, was 
presented, kat’ ériSoow, with the administra- 
tion of the see of Lacedaemonia as “‘proe- 
dros.’’®§ He held this latter appointment for 
more than a quarter of a century, and built 
at Mistra the cathedral church of St. Deme- 
trios. The founder’s inscription survives, and 
has been dated by Manousakas® to 1291-1292. 
He was deprived of the Lacedaemonian see 
between September 1315 and April 1316. He 
is last heard of in 1322. The date of his death 
is unknown, but must have been before 1332 


8° Miklosich-Miiller, IV, p. 379; Zakythenos, 
Despotat grec, II, p. 281; for ‘“‘hypertimos,”’ see 
Grumel, Mémorial L. Petit, 166. 

86 Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1933), pp. 146-147. 

87 See Papadopoulos-Kerameus, BZ, XII 
(1903), 215-223; Manousakas, ‘EAAnviké, XV 
(1957), Pp. 232-246 (full bibliography); Zaky- 
thenos, Despotat grec, II, pp. 281, 284-5; Laurent, 
Echos @Orient, XXVI (1927), p. 145, note 12; 
id., ibid., XXXII (1933), p. 404. 

8 Cf. Salaville, Echos d’Orient, XXIX (1930), 
PP. 432-434. 

® AcAtiov Tis Xpiotiavixijis >ApyaioAoyikiis 
‘Etoupias, series 4, I (1959), pp. 72-79. 
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(supra p. 235). He was a keen collector and 
copier of books, and also a generous donor of 
them. His manuscripts are often embellished 
with epigrams of his own composition: while 
three of his prose dedications, printed by 
Papadopoulos-Kerameus,™ are verbally simi- 
lar to that written on the front of our MS. 

After his departure the see of Lacedae- 
monia was again for a time granted, xo’ 
éridoow, to another metropolitan, this time 
of Patras.%! This bishop is found in possession 
by April 1316,°? but the length of his tenure 
is uncertain, except that it cannot have 
exceeded eight years. 

The last Lacedaemonian bishop to be 
commemorated in our document is Gregorios, 
whose memory is eternized both here and 
higher up, at fol. 131’. His surname is given 
by the Chronicle of Monemvasia as Boutés, 
Voutas; and by this name he is referred to 
also in an inscription of his successor, Luke 
of Sougdaia, at Mistra.%* He attended a synod 
at Constantinople in May 1324; but by 1330, 
which is the date of the said inscription at 


9 OP. cit. pp. 220-222. 

§1 Miklosich-Miiller, I, pp. 19-20. 

92 [bid., pp. 52-53. 

93 Bees, Bulavtis, I (1909), p. 69. 

84 Millet, BCH, XXIII (1899), p. 123; 
Zakythenos, Despotat grec, II, p. 285. 

§5 Miklosich-Miiller, I, p. 103. 


Mistra, he was already 6 trpamny ypnuaticas 
AaxeSaipovias Boutas éxeivos. It was, as we saw, 
most probably he who added the valuable 
record of fol. 168 to the Synodicon of his 
predecessor Nicephorus. The date of his death 
is unknown.*6 

We have lastly to deal with the person 
commemorated in the lower margin of fol. 
168”. He is Anthimos, metropolitan of Crete 
and véos éyoAoyntiis. He is commemorated, 
in a later hand, also in the Synodicon of 
Syvrita.*? Laurent has recovered with great 
skill what can be known of him.% He and his 
predecessor Makarios were the only two 
Orthodox metropolitans of Crete to function 
in the island under the Venetian occupation. 
Makarios, in the middle of the fourteenth 
century, seems to have been unmolested by 
the Venetians. Anthimos, bishop of Athens, 
was translated to Crete during a Greek revolt, 
very plausibly identified by Laurent with the 
revolt of 1365-1367. He was imprisoned when 
the revolt was crushed, and died about 1370. 
The fame of his constancy obviously spread 
beyond the confines of Crete, if he could be so 
commemorated in a Synodicon of the Morea. 


96 For what is known of his successors in the 
see of Lacedaemonia, see Zakythenos, Despotat 
gvec, II, pp. 285-286. 

97 Echos d@’Orient, XXXII (1933), p. 389. 

% I[bid., pp. 404-411. 
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